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Abstract
Background: The optimal timing of catheter removal following laparoscopic radical prostatectomy (LRP) has not
yet been determined. This prospective study was designed to compare the efficacy and safety of catheter removal
on postoperative day (POD) 2 versus POD 4 after LRP and its impact on urinary continence outcomes.
Methods: One hundred and thirteen patients underwent LRP and were prospectively randomized into two groups:
group 1 (n = 57) had the urinary catheter removed on POD 2 while group 2 (n = 56) had the catheter removed on
POD 4. The urine loss ratio (ULR) was defined as the weight of urine loss in the pad divided by the daily micturition
volume. Continence was defined as a pad-free status.
Results: No significant differences were observed in clinical features between groups 1 and 2. Acute urinary retention
(AUR) after catheter removal occurred in 21 patients (18.6 %) (13 (22.8 %) in group 1 and 8 (14.3 %) in group 2 (p = 0.244).
The first-day mean ULR values were 1.16 ± 4.95 in group 1 and 1.02 ± 3.27 in group 2 (p= 0.870). The last-day mean ULR
values were 0.57 ± 1.60 in group 1 and 2.78 ± 15.49 in group 2 (p = 0.353). Continence rates at 3, 6, 9, and 12 months were
21.8, 41.1, 58.0, and 71.4 % in group 1 and 34.5, 66.0, 79.2, and 83.7 % in group 2 (p = 0.138, 0.009, 0.024, and
0.146, respectively). In AUR cases, continence rates at 3, 6, 9, and 12 months were 0, 23.1, 38.5, and 54.5 % in
group 1 and 37.5, 75.0, 87.5, and 87.5 % in group 2 (p= 0.017, 0.020, 0.027, and 0.127, respectively). A multivariate analysis
identified AUR after catheter removal on POD 2 as the only predictive factor for incontinence 6 and 9 months after LRP
(p = 0.030 and 0.018, respectively).
Conclusions: Our results demonstrated that early catheter removal on POD 2 after LRP may increase the risk of
incontinence.
Trial registration: The study was registered as Clinical trial: (UMIN000014944); registration date: 12 March 2012.
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Background
The management of patients after radical prostatectomy
(RP) has historically been associated with a long period of
catheterization to allow anastomotic healing. Traditionally,
the duration of catheterization has averaged from 10 to
21 days at most urologic centers [1–3]. However, there is
currently no objective evidence to support the use of in-
dwelling urinary catheters for such long periods after RP
[4]. Furthermore, previous studies on the feasibility of early
catheter removal after RP have reported a low complication
rate with a high rate of successful catheter removal [5–7].
Several studies reported that protracted catheterization
was a major source of discomfort and irritation in patients
after RP [4, 5]. Therefore, the indwelling urinary catheter
needs to be removed as early as possible without jeopardiz-
ing the outcome. A recent study demonstrated that it was
safe to remove catheters in most patients 3 to 4 days after
RP if cystography showed no urinary extravasation [7].
The technique of laparoscopic radical prostatectomy
(LRP) has gained worldwide acceptance as a treatment for
localized prostate cancer since the first feasibility report by
Schuessler et al. in 1997 and standardization of the
technique by Guillonneau et al. in 1999 [8, 9]. The ad-
vantages of LRP have been supported by multiple
studies and include a shorter inpatient stay, better
pain control, faster return to everyday activities, and
decreased short-term complications [10]. A definite
advantage may be reduced catheterization time after
LRP because vesicourethral anastomosis (VUA) is per-
formed under direct vision, and there is better lumi-
nosity and magnification with no blind knotting [11].
Nadu et al. revealed the absence of contrast medium
leakage in 84.9 % of patients 2-4 days after LRP, and
also that urethral catheter removal could then be
safely performed [11].
Urinary incontinence is one of the most feared com-
plications of RP, LRP, and robot-assisted LRP (RALP).
In a recent meta-analysis, continence rates 12 months
after LRP ranged from 66 % to 95 % [12]. The time to
continence after removal of a urinary catheter is a
common clinical question. Therefore, the urine loss
ratio (ULR) after catheter removal has been suggested
as a reliable measure to predict the severity and dur-
ation of urinary incontinence [13–15].
To the best of our knowledge, the effects of the differen-
tial timing of early catheter removal have not yet been elu-
cidated in detail. Therefore, the aim of the present study
was to compare the efficacy and safety of urinary catheter
removal on postoperative day (POD) 2 versus POD 4 after
LRP and its impact on urinary continence outcomes.
Methods
Between March 2012 and September 2014, 125 patients
with clinically localized prostate cancer underwent LRP
performed by the same experienced surgeon (≥300 LRP
cases at study initiation) at Keio University Hospital. In-
clusion criteria were as follows: localized prostate cancer
without lymph node and distant metastasis and age
<75 years. Exclusion criteria were as follows: previous
radiotherapy; previous prostatic, bladder neck, urethral,
or pelvic surgery; and the presence of an indwelling
urinary catheter (N = 6). The remaining 119 patients
were randomly divided into two groups (1:1) before sur-
gery on the basis of the timing of their catheter removal
after LRP. Randomization was carried out after consent
using a computer generated random table by an inde-
pendent researcher who was not directly involved with
the study. Random blocks of different lengths were used.
Group 1 had the urinary catheter removed on POD 2,
while group 2 had the catheter removed on POD 4.
Blinding was not possible in this trial because the timing
of catheter removal was different. Cystography revealed
leakage in three patients in group 1 (5.3 %) on POD 2
and in three patients in group 2 (5.4 %) on POD 4.
These six patients with extravasation were excluded
from the data analysis. We identified 113 patients who
were followed-up for at least 3 months after LRP as our
prospective study population. The primary end-point of
this study was the continence rate, and secondary end-
points were other complications. A study consort dia-
gram of the randomization procedure is given in Fig. 1.
Ethical approval for the design of this study was
granted by the Keio University Hospital Ethical Commit-
tee. Prior to undergoing surgery, all patients were in-
formed of the objectives of the present study as well as
the timing of catheter removal after LRP (POD 2 or
POD 4). Written informed consent was obtained from
all patients prior to participation in this study. This
study was registered with the University Hospital Med-
ical Information Network Clinical Trials Registry in
Japan (UMIN000014944) on 12 March 2012.
Surgical technique
LRP was performed under general anesthesia using an
extraperitoneal 5-port approach. Insufflation pressure
was typically maintained at 10 mmHg during surgery.
Bilateral dissection was limited to the lymph nodes along
the external iliac vein and in the obturator fossa. Poster-
ior reconstruction of the rhabdosphincter was performed
before VUA, as described by Rocco et al. [16]. V-Loc 180
(barbed polyglyconate suture; Covidien, Mansfield, USA)
was used for VUA, and a 20-Fr Foley catheter was
inserted after VUA. The integrity of the anastomosis was
tested intraoperatively by instilling 120 mL of saline into
the bladder. At the end of surgery, an 8-mm drainage
tube was placed in the prevesical space. The tube was
removed when drainage was less than 100 mL per day,
which in many cases was on POD 1.
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Gravitational cystography was performed on POD 2
or 4 after LRP to check VUA. During cystography, the
catheter was advanced slightly to prevent it from com-
pressing the bladder neck, and the bladder was filled
with 140 mL of contrast media. Removal of the urinary
catheter was performed when the cystogram was nor-
mal without any urinary extravasation. If any extravasa-
tion of contrast media was observed, the catheter was
left in place, and cystography was repeated after a few
days. If urinary retention was noted, the catheter was
reinserted.
After catheter removal, the 24-h pad test was per-
formed each day during the remaining hospital stay. The
24 hourly total micturition volume was also measured
every day until discharge. ULR was defined as the weight
of urine loss in the pad divided by the daily micturition
volume, distinguishing between ULR on the first day
after catheter removal and on the last day of the hospital
stay. Previous studies reported that ULR predicted the
time to continence [13–15]. The first-day ULR was de-
fined as ULR on the day of catheter removal, and the
last-day ULR was described as ULR on the last day of
the hospital stay. The maximum ULR was defined as the
maximum ULR during the hospital stay, while the mini-
mum ULR was defined as the minimum ULR during the
hospital stay. Patients did not take any therapeutic
agents for urinary incontinence during the measurement
of ULR.
During the follow-up, patients were asked how many
pads they required daily. ULR during hospitalization
and the number of pads 1, 3, 6, 9, and 12 months
postoperatively were analyzed. Urinary continence was
defined as a pad-free status. Complications and contin-
ence during the immediate and late postoperative pe-
riods were assessed during a follow-up period that
ranged from 3 to 30 months (mean 19.9 ± 7.0 months).
The continence outcomes of men whose catheters were
removed on POD 2 were compared with the outcomes
of those whose catheters were removed on POD 4.
Statistical analysis
The power calculation for this study was based on the
primary end-point of urinary continence. The mini-
mum clinically important difference was estimated to
be 25 %, based on our clinical judgment because no
previous similar study has provided continence rates
following early catheter removal on different days after
LRP. A sample size of 43 patients per arm was required
to provide a power of 80 % in order to detect a differ-
ence of 25 % with a 2-sided alpha error of 0.05, and
adjusting by 20 % for potential dropouts gave a final
sample size of 113.
All values are presented as the mean ± standard devi-
ation (S.D.). The Student’s t-test and Mann–Whitney U
test were used to assess quantitative parametric and
nonparametric variables, respectively. The chi-square
test was used to assess differences in distributions be-
tween categorical parameters. A logistic regression ana-
lysis was used to identify a significant set of independent
predictors of incontinence 6 and 9 months after LRP. Sig-
nificance was determined as p < 0.05. All analyses were
performed using IBM® SPSS® Statistics Version 21
Fig. 1 Study consort diagram. POD, postoperative day
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(International Business Machines Corporation, New York,
USA).
Results
All LRP procedures were performed safely with no ser-
ious complications and no open conversion. There
was no intraoperative urinary leakage. The mean age
of patients was 65.9 ± 5.5 years, the mean preoperative
PSA level was 9.0 ± 6.7 ng/mL, and the median follow-
up interval was 21 (3–30) months. The mean prostate
volume was 30.2 ± 11.3 mL. The clinical stage was T1c
in 38 patients, T2a in 53, T2b in 4, and T2c in 18. The
biopsy Gleason score was ≤6 in 22 patients, 7 in 73,
and ≥8 in 18. The mean operative time was 177.2 ±
37.4 min, including lymph node dissection. Average
blood loss, including urine volume, was 208.2 ±
246.9 mL. Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of
the patient population, including age, PSA, prostate
volume, biopsy Gleason score, clinical T stage, pres-
ence of nerve sparing, operative time, and blood loss.
No significant differences were observed in clinical
characteristics between groups 1 and 2 (Table 2). Acute
urinary retention (AUR) after catheter removal occurred
in 21 patients (18.6 %) (13 (22.8 %) in group 1 and 8
(14.3 %) in group 2 (p = 0.244)). These patients were
treated with simple catheter replacement for a few days.
In every case, the catheter was replaced easily without
cystoscopy or fluoroscopy. None of the AUR patients
developed hematuria or clots. Bladder neck contracture
was not observed.
The first-day mean ULR values were 1.16 ± 4.95 in
group 1 and 1.02 ± 3.27 in group 2 (p = 0.870). The last-
day mean ULR values were 0.57 ± 1.60 in group 1 and
2.78 ± 15.49 in group 2 (p = 0.353). The maximum mean
ULR values were 1.48 ± 5.13 in group 1 and 2.93 ± 15.47
in group 2 (p = 0.558). The minimum mean ULR values
were 0.22 ± 0.35 in group 1 and 0.85 ± 3.24 in group 2
(p = 0.206). No significant differences were observed
between the two groups (Table 3).
Continence rates 3, 6, 9, and 12 months after removal
of the urinary catheter were 21.8, 41.1, 58.0, and 71.4 %
in group 1 and 34.5, 66.0, 79.2, and 83.7 % in group 2
(p = 0.138, 0.009, 0.024, and 0.146, respectively) (Table 3).
Continence rates 6 and 9 months after LRP were signifi-
cantly lower in group 1 than in group 2. However, if pa-
tients with AUR were excluded from this analysis, these
differences became insignificant.
In AUR cases, continence rates 3, 6, 9, and 12 months
after removal of the urinary catheter were 0, 23.1, 38.5,
and 54.5 % in group 1 and 37.5, 75.0, 87.5, and 87.5 %
in group 2 (p = 0.017, 0.020, 0.027, and 0.127, respect-
ively) (Table 4). In patients with AUR, continence rates
Table 1 Clinical characteristics of patients who underwent LRP
No of Pts %
Age <65 37 32.7
≥65 76 67.3
PSA before LRP <10 83 73.5
≥10 30 26.5
Prostate volume (mL) <30 66 58.4
≥30 47 41.6
Biopsy Gleason score ≤6 22 19.5
7 73 64.6
≥8 18 15.9




Nerve sparing + 26 23.0
− 87 77.0
Operative time (min) <150 32 28.3
≥150 81 71.7
Blood loss (mL) <100 42 37.2
≥100 71 62.8
Total cases 113
LRP laparoscopic radical prostatectomy, Pts patients
Table 2 Comparison of clinical characteristics between group 1
(catheter removal on POD 2) and group 2 (catheter removal on
POD 4)
Group 1 (n = 57) Group 2 (n = 56) p value
Age <65 16 21 0.286
≥65 41 35
PSA before LRP <10 46 37 0.078
≥10 11 19
Prostate volume <30 33 33 0.911
≥30 24 23
Gleason score ≤6 10 12 0.602
≥7 47 44
Clinical T stage T1c 16 22 0.207
T2a,b,c 41 34
Nerve sparing + 13 13 0.959
− 44 43
Operative time <150 19 13 0.233
≥150 38 43
Blood loss <100 24 18 0.273
≥100 33 38
AUR + 13 8 0.244
− 44 48
POD postoperative day, LRP laparoscopic radical prostatectomy, AUR acute
urinary retention
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3, 6, and 9 months after LRP were significantly lower in
group 1 than in group 2.
A multivariate analysis (Table 5) identified AUR after
catheter removal on POD 2 as the only independent pre-
dictor of incontinence 6 months after LRP (odds ratio,
4.472; p = 0.030). Age, PSA, prostate volume, the Gleason
score, clinical stage, nerve sparing, operative time, blood
loss, or AUR after catheter removal on POD 4 had no effect
on the continence rate 6 months after LRP. Similar
results were observed in the multivariate analysis of
factors affecting incontinence 9 months after LRP (odds
ratio, 4.313; p = 0.018).
Discussion
This prospective study was designed to compare the effi-
cacy and safety of catheter removal on POD 2 versus
POD 4 after LRP and its impact on urinary continence
outcomes. In this study, 94.7 % of men undergoing
cystography on POD 2 or 4 exhibited no evidence of
urinary extravasation. The main complication associated
with early catheter removal in this study was AUR. A
total of 18.6 % of men who had catheters removed on
POD 2 or 4 developed AUR. Although no significant dif-
ferences were observed between the two groups in terms
of clinical characteristics, AUR rate, or average ULR
Table 3 Comparison of ULR and continence rates between group 1 (catheter removal on POD 2) and group 2 (catheter removal on
POD 4)
Group 1 (n = 57) Group 2 (n = 56) p value
ULR First-day mean ULR 1.16 ± 4.95 1.02 ± 3.27 0.870
Last-day mean ULR 0.57 ± 1.60 2.78 ± 15.49 0.353
Maximum mean ULR 1.48 ± 5.13 2.93 ± 15.47 0.558
Minimum mean ULR 0.22 ± 0.35 0.85 ± 3.24 0.206
Continence
1 month after LRP + 2 (3.6 %) 3 (5.4 %) 0.647
- 54 (96.4 %) 53 (94.6 %)
3 months after LRP + 12 (21.8 %) 19 (34.5 %) 0.138
- 43 (78.2 %) 36 (65.5 %)
6 months after LRP + 23 (41.1 %) 35 (66.0 %) 0.009
- 33 (58.9 %) 18 (34.0 %)
9 months after LRP + 29 (58.0 %) 38 (79.2 %) 0.024
- 21 (42.0 %) 10 (20.8 %)
12 months after LRP + 35 (71.4 %) 41 (83.7 %) 0.146
- 14 (28.6 %) 8 (16.3 %)
POD postoperative day, ULR urine loss ratio, LRP laparoscopic radical prostatectomy
Table 4 Comparison of continence rates in AUR cases between group 1 (catheter removal on POD 2) and group 2 (catheter
removal on POD 4)
Continence AUR cases in group 1 (n = 13) AUR cases in group 2 (n = 8) p value
1 month after LRP + 0 (0 %) 0 (0 %) -
- 13 (100 %) 8 (100 %)
3 months after LRP + 0 (0 %) 3 (37.5 %) 0.017
- 13 (100 %) 5 (62.5 %)
6 months after LRP + 3 (23.1 %) 6 (75 %) 0.020
- 10 (76.9 %) 2 (25 %)
9 months after LRP + 5 (38.5 %) 7 (87.5 %) 0.027
- 8 (61.5 %) 1 (12.5 %)
12 months after LRP + 6 (54.5 %) 7 (87.5 %) 0.127
- 5 (45.5 %) 1 (12.5 %)
AUR acute urinary retention, POD postoperative day, LRP laparoscopic radical prostatectomy
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(first-day, last-day, maximum, or minimum), continence
rates 6 and 9 months after LRP were significantly lower
in group 1 (POD 2) than in group 2 (POD 4). In AUR
cases, continence rates 3, 6, and 9 months after LRP
were significantly lower in group 1 than in group 2.
Moreover, a multivariate analysis identified AUR after
catheter removal on POD 2 as the only predictive factor
for incontinence 6 and 9 months after LRP. Meanwhile,
AUR after catheter removal on POD 4 had no effect on
the continence rate. Therefore, we consider it prema-
ture to remove the urinary catheter on POD 2 following
LRP with a running VUA. To the best of our know-
ledge, our prospective study is the first to identify a re-
lationship between the risk of incontinence and AUR
following earlier catheter removal.
The duration of indwelling catheter use after RP, LRP,
and RALP has progressively shortened; however, the
optimal timing of removal has not yet been determined.
Traditionally, urinary catheter removal after RP has
been performed between 10 and 21 days postopera-
tively without any evidence [1–3]. However, some cen-
ters remove the urinary catheter between 5 and 12 days
after RALP [17–19]. The advantages of early catheter
removal include improved quality of life (QOL) and
lower infection rate and bladder irritability symptoms
[4, 11]. In one study, the majority of men who under-
went RP indicated that the urinary catheter was more
of a concern than postoperative pain [4]. Conversely,
proponents of longer catheterization claim that early re-
moval is associated with a risk of urinary extravasation,
which, in turn, may lead to pelvic abscess, urinoma, urin-
ary incontinence, or anastomotic stricture [20, 21]. AUR
following urinary catheter removal on POD 2 was identi-
fied as the only predictive factor for incontinence after
LRP in our study. However, other studies demonstrated
that early catheter removal was associated with a signifi-
cantly higher continence rate after RP and LRP [22, 23].
In these studies, early catheter removal was defined as
catheter removal on POD 4 or on or before POD 7, and
no patients had catheters removed on POD 2. In the
present study, all patients underwent early (POD 2 or
POD 4) catheter removal, and any patient who under-
went late catheter removal, such as after POD 7, was
not included. However, to the best of our knowledge,
no previous studies have compared the continence out-
comes of urinary catheter removal on POD 2 with
those of catheter removal after POD 2, such as POD 4.
Thus, the present study evaluated the effects of the
differential timing of early catheter removal.
Although catheter drainage to prevent urinary ex-
travasation may reduce the risk of urinary incontinence,
it is equally plausible that prolonged catheterization
may contribute to urinary incontinence secondary to
mechanical damage and inflammation of the urethral
and bladder mucosa [22]. It is important to note that
AUR and reinsertion of a catheter following earlier
catheter removal (e.g., on POD 2) may have increased
the risk of urinary incontinence by urinary extravasa-
tion and mechanical damage of the urethra. In our pro-
spective study, AUR on POD 2 after catheter removal
was the only predictive factor for incontinence after
LRP. Therefore, our hypothesis that early catheter re-
moval (≤7 days after surgery) is associated with good
continence held true; however, POD 2 may be prema-
ture for catheter removal because of the risk of incon-
tinence with AUR.
The evolution of minimally invasive techniques for
the treatment of prostate cancer, such as LRP and
RALP, has reduced postoperative pain and the duration
of catheterization [11, 18, 24]. These improvements
have been attributed to the development of intracor-
poreal suturing techniques with visualization of VUA.
These technical advances have allowed us to challenge
previous postoperative management plans. Removal of
the urinary catheter on POD 4 has become routine in
centers offering LRP [7, 11, 23]. Nadu et al. investi-
gated a series of LRP cases using cystography and dem-
onstrated that early urinary catheter removal (POD 2
and POD 4) was possible [11]. Eighty-five percent of
men in that study exhibited no evidence of extravasa-
tion, and urinary catheters were successfully removed.
This high success rate was attributed to the superior
anastomosis achieved laparoscopically. However, that
study did not include a subgroup analysis of urinary
catheter removal on POD 2. The results of the present
study showed that early catheter removal on POD 2
after LRP with a running VUA may increase the risk of
incontinence.












Age <65 vs. ≥65 0.949
PSA before LRP <10 vs. ≥10 0.851
Prostate volume <30 vs. ≥30 0.566
Gleason score ≤6 vs. ≥7 0.688
Clinical T stage T1c vs. T2a,b,c 0.623
Nerve sparing yes vs. no 0.293
Operative time <150 vs. ≥150 0.203
Blood loss <100 vs. ≥100 0.264
AUR on POD 2 yes vs. no 0.020 0.030 0.690 4.472
AUR on POD 4 yes vs. no 0.200
LRP laparoscopic radical prostatectomy, AUR acute urinary retention, POD
postoperative day
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AUR appears to be a risk after LRP and occurred in 21
(18.6 %) patients without clot formation in our series.
Although all patients with AUR had their catheters rein-
serted without complications, a severe impact on contin-
ence was observed in group 1 (catheter removed on POD
2). The etiology of AUR after LRP is likely to be postoper-
ative anastomotic edema, postoperative pain, or increased
tone of the bladder neck smooth muscle [25]. Normal
micturition is always re-established after several days of
catheterization. Therefore, one explanation for the high
rate of AUR with early catheter removal may be the pres-
ence of anastomotic edema. The incidence of AUR after
early catheter removal was previously reported to be be-
tween 6.7 and 21.0 % [11, 25, 26].
Several studies have specifically investigated the inci-
dence of anastomotic stricture after RP without early
catheter removal, and reported rates ranging between
4.8 and 15 % [27–29]. Previous transurethral resection
of the prostate, a history of smoking, and urinary ex-
travasation have been associated with an increased rate
of anastomotic stricture [28, 29]. Koch et al. showed
that early catheter removal did not increase the inci-
dence of anastomotic stricture over that of historical
controls or previously reported rates [5]. In the present
study, no patient had anastomotic stricture, which was
better than previously reported findings. Therefore, the
results of our study suggest that catheter removal on
POD 2 or 4 did not promote stricture formation.
Urinary incontinence after RP has a significant impact
on QOL and continues to be a major concern for patients
[5]. Reported continence rates 1 year postoperatively
ranged from 60 to 93 % after RP, from 66 to 95 % after
LRP, and from 69 to 97 % after RARP [12, 30]. By defining
continence as a pad-free status, the continence rate in the
present study at 12 months was 83.7 % in group 2, which
was within the average range [12]. Patients who had cathe-
ters removed on POD 4 showed the normal recovery of
urinary continence.
Our study has a number of limitations. The overall
sample size was small. We relied on patient reports of
the degree of continence and use of protective pads.
Therefore, urinary continence was not assessed using
an objective test. Despite these limitations, we believe
that our results indicate that early catheter removal on
POD 2 increases the risk of incontinence with AUR and
needs to be avoided in clinical practice.
Conclusions
In terms of the risk of urinary incontinence after LRP, in
most patients, urinary catheter removal was safer on
POD 4 than on POD 2.
Abbreviations
LRP: Laparoscopic radical prostatectomy; POD: Postoperative day; ULR: The
urine loss ratio; AUR: Acute urinary retention; RP: Radical prostatectomy;
VUA: Vesicourethral anastomosis; RALP: Robot-assisted LRP; S.D.: Standard
deviation; QOL: Quality of life.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ contributions
SH, TT, and MM formulated the database. MM performed the initial analyses
and drafted the first manuscript. All authors assisted in the analysis and
interpretation of data. RM, EK, and MO critically discussed the data and
manuscript. AM conceived the study, participated in its design and
coordination, and helped to draft the manuscript. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgments
We thank Keisuke Shigeta for his work on language editing and manuscript
revisions.
Received: 5 February 2015 Accepted: 6 July 2015
References
1. Shelfo SW, Obek C, Soloway MS. Update on bladder neck preservation
during radical retropubic prostatectomy: impact on pathologic outcome,
anastomotic strictures, and continence. Urology. 1998;51(1):73–8.
2. Murphy GP, Mettlin C, Menck H, Winchester DP, Davidson AM. National
patterns of prostate cancer treatment by radical prostatectomy:
results of a survey by the American College of Surgeons Commission on
Cancer. J Urol. 1994;152(5 Pt 2):1817–9.
3. Steiner MS, Morton RA, Walsh PC. Impact of anatomical radical
prostatectomy on urinary continence. J Urol. 1991;145(3):512–4. discussion
514–515.
4. Lepor H, Nieder AM, Fraiman MC. Early removal of urinary catheter after
radical retropubic prostatectomy is both feasible and desirable. Urology.
2001;58(3):425–9.
5. Koch MO, Nayee AH, Sloan J, Gardner T, Wahle GR, Bihrle R, et al. Early
catheter removal after radical retropubic prostatectomy: long-term followup.
J Urol. 2003;169(6):2170–2.
6. Lau KO, Cheng C. Feasibility of early catheter removal after radical
retropubic prostatectomy. Tech Urol. 2001;7(1):38–40.
7. Souto CA, Teloken C, Souto JC, Rhoden EL, Ting HY. Experience with early
catheter removal after radical retropubic prostatectomy. J Urol.
2000;163(3):865–6.
8. Schuessler WW, Schulam PG, Clayman RV, Kavoussi LR. Laparoscopic radical
prostatectomy: initial short-term experience. Urology. 1997;50(6):854–7.
9. Guillonneau B, Cathelineau X, Barret E, Rozet F, Vallancien G. Laparoscopic
radical prostatectomy: technical and early oncological assessment of 40
operations. Eur Urol. 1999;36(1):14–20.
10. Hoznek A, Menard Y, Salomon L, Abbou CC. Update on laparoscopic and
robotic radical prostatectomy. Curr Opin Urol. 2005;15(3):173–80.
11. Nadu A, Salomon L, Hoznek A, Olsson LE, Saint F, de La Taille A, et al. Early
removal of the catheter after laparoscopic radical prostatectomy. J Urol.
2001;166(5):1662–4.
12. Ficarra V, Novara G, Artibani W, Cestari A, Galfano A, Graefen M, et al.
Retropubic, laparoscopic, and robot-assisted radical prostatectomy:
a systematic review and cumulative analysis of comparative studies. Eur
Urol. 2009;55(5):1037–63.
13. Ates M, Teber D, Gozen AS, Tefekli A, Hruza M, Sugiono M, et al. A new
postoperative predictor of time to urinary continence after laparoscopic
radical prostatectomy: the urine loss ratio. Eur Urol. 2007;52(1):178–85.
14. Sato Y, Tanda H, Nakajima H, Nitta T, Akagashi K, Hanzawa T, et al. Simple
and reliable predictor of urinary continence after radical prostatectomy:
serial measurement of urine loss ratio after catheter removal. Int J Urol.
2014;21(7):647–51.
15. Van Kampen M, Geraerts I, De Weerdt W, Van Poppel H. An easy prediction
of urinary incontinence duration after retropubic radical prostatectomy
based on urine loss the first day after catheter withdrawal. J Urol.
2009;181(6):2641–6.
16. Rocco F, Carmignani L, Acquati P, Gadda F, Dell’Orto P, Rocco B, et al. Early
continence recovery after open radical prostatectomy with restoration of
the posterior aspect of the rhabdosphincter. Eur Urol. 2007;52(2):376–83.
Matsushima et al. BMC Urology  (2015) 15:77 Page 7 of 8
17. Agarwal PK, Sammon J, Bhandari A, Dabaja A, Diaz M, Dusik-Fenton S, et al.
Safety profile of robot-assisted radical prostatectomy: a standardized report
of complications in 3317 patients. Eur Urol. 2011;59(5):684–98.
18. Coelho RF, Chauhan S, Orvieto MA, Sivaraman A, Palmer KJ, Coughlin G,
et al. Influence of modified posterior reconstruction of the
rhabdosphincter on early recovery of continence and anastomotic
leakage rates after robot-assisted radical prostatectomy. Eur Urol.
2011;59(1):72–80.
19. Joshi N, de Blok W, van Muilekom E, van der Poel H. Impact of posterior
musculofascial reconstruction on early continence after robot-assisted
laparoscopic radical prostatectomy: results of a prospective parallel group
trial. Eur Urol. 2010;58(1):84–9.
20. Dalton DP, Schaeffer AJ, Garnett JE, Grayhack JT. Radiographic assessment
of the vesicourethral anastomosis directing early decatheterization following
nerve-sparing radical retropubic prostatectomy. J Urol. 1989;141(1):79–81.
21. Leibovitch I, Rowland RG, Little Jr JS, Foster RS, Bihrle R, Donohue JP.
Cystography after radical retropubic prostatectomy: clinical implications of
abnormal findings. Urology. 1995;46(1):78–80.
22. Palisaar JR, Roghmann F, Brock M, Loppenberg B, Noldus J, von Bodman
C: Predictors of short-term recovery of urinary continence after radical
prostatectomy. World J Urol 2014. doi:10.1007/s00345-014-1340-3
23. Tiguert R, Rigaud J, Fradet Y. Safety and outcome of early catheter removal
after radical retropubic prostatectomy. Urology. 2004;63(3):513–7.
24. Bhayani SB, Pavlovich CP, Hsu TS, Sullivan W, Su L. Prospective comparison
of short-term convalescence: laparoscopic radical prostatectomy versus
open radical retropubic prostatectomy. Urology. 2003;61(3):612–6.
25. Patel R, Lepor H. Removal of urinary catheter on postoperative day 3 or 4
after radical retropubic prostatectomy. Urology. 2003;61(1):156–60.
26. Noguchi M, Shimada A, Yahara J, Suekane S, Noda S. Early catheter removal
3 days after radical retropubic prostatectomy. Int J Urol. 2004;11(11):983–8.
27. Borboroglu PG, Sands JP, Roberts JL, Amling CL. Risk factors for
vesicourethral anastomotic stricture after radical prostatectomy. Urology.
2000;56(1):96–100.
28. Park R, Martin S, Goldberg JD, Lepor H. Anastomotic strictures following
radical prostatectomy: insights into incidence, effectiveness of intervention,
effect on continence, and factors predisposing to occurrence. Urology.
2001;57(4):742–6.
29. Tomschi W, Suster G, Holtl W. Bladder neck strictures after radical retropubic
prostatectomy: still an unsolved problem. Br J Urol. 1998;81(6):823–6.
30. Ficarra V, Novara G, Rosen RC, Artibani W, Carroll PR, Costello A, et al.
Systematic review and meta-analysis of studies reporting urinary
continence recovery after robot-assisted radical prostatectomy. Eur Urol.
2012;62(3):405–17.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Matsushima et al. BMC Urology  (2015) 15:77 Page 8 of 8
